
General Comments :

Discussibn cgarding the affected areas (e.g, the Central Valley, the Delta, the
Sacramerr~o Valley is confusing. We recommend that the t~chnical, report include maps for all
geographic a~ m~ ltioned and that these maps need to be detailed and clearly identify each

area specificall~ ref :rred to in the text.

Discussions. L-g,xrding affected or important species ,are sometimes confusing,
inconsist~at with. rel,,m’d to .d.e.mil, and too general. The ap~ndices of affected species should
include accurate, ct replete lists of affected species, including both scientific and common
names. The ter~ v iIdlife has many definitions; the preferred one includes pImats. We
recommend thal the Technical Report anange the affected species in a more concise
phylogeneticrn~_ r.~ Consider this as a possibility: protozoans, plants, aquatic invertebrates,
terrestrial invcr~br, ,tes, fishes, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals.

CALF         ~itat type combination, include a table of all the affected taxa. The
technical mportlnee is to be consist in the discussion of affec, ted species. Too often one group
of organisms, u~ual y birds or mammals, receives rtoticeabl~ more discussion. We recommemd
that when’introduc~iry paragraphs mention several types of Organisms, subsequent paragraphs
elaborate on each ~ oup previously memtioned rather than a selective few previously
mentione~.
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Spedfic Comments

Page i, Imrodu~tb~, Sentence 3:

This sent ma should be clarified. There is nothing contained in this sentence or aft~ to
justify th st~ tement that, in fact, ~he "detail" included in the appendix is the
"~propri re" de~fil.

Page 1, Introdu ti~ ~, Paragraph 2, Sentence 3:

Ius~ica@n or this variation in detail is not given. ~ is believed that the same level of
detail is~p rpriate for a technical document, especia!ly because land management
actions a~ ~ ~ing to take place in all the regions, a.qd prioritization is going to have to
be made ~m¢ ustified by data and analyses.
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Page 6, Soaton ~, ! blumn 2, Paragraph 3:
/

Th~ traas~tior from the second sentence to the third is somewhat confusing. Consider
ma~g itl¢l~ r ~hat this ar~a includes all the tributarie~ ~ well as the Sacramento
San Joaqlin ivers.

Page 11, Colunm I Paragraph 4:

The loss ~g asslands dominated by native bund~gras~, ea has been much grea~er; only
few smal~ ranarus ofd~ia type remain. It is recommended that this be quantified and
referen~elcite 1.

Page 11, Colun~ 1 Paragraph 4:

T/u’ degr.~ !on of gro~sland quality has also conanuex!, especially on heavily grazed
rangda~. ’his conclusion needs to be SUlVorted by 1) more elaboration, 2)

quantific~tim and 3) citation(s).

Page 15, Table IV-: ,:

The totaltact rage included in the All column does no~ equal the totals inciuded in the
other coz .’~ onding ¢olunms.

Page 21, Colun n I Paragraph 3:

Consider dis ussing specialized Sl~ies such as bat~ to the great diversity of witdlffe
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Mr. Frank Piccola

Scptgmber 29, 1~97
Page Fiw     ,

~ ~, 1’~ble ~-~ ~d ~e 3~, Table ~ ~d T~ ~-~:

The numt ,.r f special-status s ,I~.~s may not b~ ~neaningful in and of itself.
Addition~ ly Table IV-3 not¢ states: Many species have a federal and state statu~’.
However in his table, each species was assigned to the highest.ranked category of
legal pr~ cJ ~n (federally listed = high~st, state-listed = low, sO and counted only
on~. ~ ~ : atement suggests a misunderstanding of ~e differences between ~e
federal a~ l~ lt~ acts. The acts give different Im, ds and.typ~ of protection to different
types of � g~ dsms. We recommend that the authors consult wi~ the DFG and U.S.
Fish and ~¢iI, Ilife Servic~ staff knowI~lgeable about the acts to a~sist in clarifying this
issue. [

Page 46, Normative Species Populations:

:..212 q rc s of normative invertebrates (69%,fish and other vertebrates (15%),
vascularj ’a’s (12%), andprotists..." After this beginning there is no follow-up
discussiol ;~ : invertebrates, fishes, or protists. Include a discussion of all organisms
mention~ a non-native sp~ies populations affecting native species.

Page ~0, S~tio~ 4, Senten¢~ 1:

It i:; stat~ th tt 70% of ~e wa~ffowl on ~e Pacific Hyway move ~ugh ~e ~y
w~e on]~ ag 48 it smm ~at ~% ~ur in ~e Del~ ~[s n~s to ~ el~fi~.

~e 59, Wate~ow and Sho~b~, ~~ph 2, Sentence 2:

It ~ ~at ’, ,pp~xim~y 55 % of ~e w~effowl ~at ~nter ~ ~e C~ V~ley u~
Sae~m" ~ ’~ey wefl~ds. On ~e 48, it sm~ ~at ~% u~ ~e ~1~. ~s n~
~ ~ c~fi~
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VegetatiOn md Wild|fie; En@ronmental Impscts Technical Report

Genend Comment

The DFGI~ ~inuos to obj~t to the Ecosystem Res~omdon Program PI~ ~P)
~~ ~ p~i~ Lug mi~ga~on for ~m~ or ~m~ent impae~ f~m ~as~c~on of
~y of ~e ~ ~w such ~ ~nvey~ fa~ or ~e oth~ common p~s
~ Sys~m ~ ~~. ~e, of mmy, ex~pl~ ~ ~s ~ ~ found on p~e 5-14,
Mitigation 1.1 w ~c~ ~s~ imple~ng tM ~PP ~ a mifigafi~ s~tegy for ~e ~m~
[o~ ofw~ or :5~ ~mmu~fi~. ~is i~ue ~ould ~ ~lv~ ~d
ch~g~ ~d~ M ~o~ ~e next d~ of ~is ~hni~ ~ is ~I~.

Specific Comments

Page 3-1, ,X-sses~ne]tt Methods, Paragraph1,Sentence3:

is too vague as written. Is should be redmfted to reference the specificThi~ refe~enc
author, u~e S: wyer & Keeler-Wolf or delete sentence.

|

Page 3-3, Sectioh 3.2.1, Sentence 2:

This refetenc ~ is too vague as written. Is should be redmfted to refm’ertce the specific
author, u~ Stwyer & Keeler-Wolf or delete sentence.

Page 4-1, Sign/ileal me Criteria:

The text ~ho! Id clarify whether those items will be detormhaed to be significant on an
area-by-~ tea basis, on whether they affect the entire Delta, or a g~ographic mgiofi.

Page 4-1, ParatFap h 2:

Tl~s sec~on :reeds to be expanded to include a better description of the context of the
proposed! action. For example, explain the sensitivity, of the l:~Iti and the importance
of restoring the Delta to achieve the Program’s goals. Unmitigated adverse impacts
woald M in� ~nsi~t~nt with the goal of the Program.
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This pa~ ,,~ ,h states that, "Assuming that the aforementioned relegation strategies are
implemeF ted~ no significant unavoidable impacts are identified for Alternative 1."
I-Iowever~ th! impacts discussed eartier in the text repeatedly state, "This impact is
considerdd t~ be significant." Clarify by stating the if the strategies am implemented,
the impads ,~ ill b~ mitigated.
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Pages ~ and ~ :, Impact 2.3, Loss of Foraging Habitat for Special-Status Species:
t

The whi~ ,taJ ied kite and burrowing owl am rn~tione.d as species that utilize
agr~.eull~dI ~ds and may lose foraging habitat with implementation of the F_.RP.
Karlier in the document (e.g. page 5-24) the Swainson’s hawk is given as an gxample
of a spceJ ~ t tat may lose foraging habitat. It is recommended that the species ~ven
eonsisten~ tht ~ughout the document.

Page .~.67, Alter! ire 1 and ARernatlve 2, Summary of Significant Unavoidable

Tiffs pa~ ~h states that, "Assuming that the aforemenaoned min’gation strategies are
implemer. ~ed, no significant unavoMable impacts are identified for Alternative i."
I-Iowever~ th~ im .t~ discussed earlier in the text repeatedly state, "This impact is
consider~ d tc be szgnificant." Clarify by stating that if the strategies at, implemented,
the imlra~’,ts ,~ ,ill be mitigated.

Page $-68: Bem~f’a: ’,,7, Inca’ease ta l-lab|tats for Spedal-Status

This require clarification. It currently reads as of the Water Quality Program and the
Watea" U~e t t:ieieney Program will expand or improve riparian and grassland habitats.
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Page 5-68,., Alterna: ive 3, Summary of Signit’u:ant Unavoidable Impacts:

~_’h~,, p aftra ~h state~ that, "Assun~,ing that the ~foreme~oned mi~ig~on ,~t’ratcgie~ are
i~leme~, ed no significan~ u~vidable impacts are id~ified for Alterna,,ive 1."
Howeveri th im .l~tS discu ~ssed earlier in the text re..l~.tedly state, "This impact is
co~skler~d t~ be ~tgnificant." Clarify by staling the ~f ~he strategies are implemented,
the impa~ ~ ill be mitigated.

Pages ~-7~ & 5~7S, table 5-12 and Page 5-97 & ~-98, Table ~-1~;:

Explain t~e ~ ~eaning of the symbols 0, ÷ ÷, -, -

Page ~81: Benefit ~.6, Increase in Habitats for Specla!-Status Species:

A I~enefi~ in he form of inc~ riparian habita~ due to new surface storage is claimed
in ~his ~ ~ph. Currea~ surface s~orag~ facilities do not result in new riparian
vegetati.o~ ¯ her downstream or on the edges of reservoirs due t~ the management and

flu~ti~ ~ tter levels.

Th~r con~lud ~ our comments at ~his time. Thank you for the opportuni~, to provide
our input. If yo~ ha ~e any questions, please contact Mr. Frank:Wemett~ of our Bay-Delta
Division, ,~4301 1~. V °ilson Way, Stockton, California 95205-2486, (209) 945-7800.

pete Chadwick
CALFED/DFG Liaison

Mr.~$cett~ ~Vt~r           erte, BDD
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